ABORTION. See Stays. 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE ACT. See National Security Act 
of 1947. 


ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1. 
ADVERTISING BY ATTORNEYS. See Constitutional Law, V, 1. 


AGENTS. See Constitutional Law, I, 1; Hague Convention on Service 
Abroad. 


ALIENS. See Nationality Act of 1940. 

ANDERS BRIEFS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 4. 
ANTI-INJUNCTION ACT. See Federal-State Relations. 
ANTITRUST ACTS. See also Jurisdiction, 2. 


1. Sherman Act—Immunity from liability—Noerr doctrine. — Petitioner 
manufacturer of steel electrical conduit is not entitled under doctrine of 
Eastern Railroad Presidents Conference v. Noerr Motor Freight, Inc., 365 
U. S. 127, to immunity from liability under § 1 of Sherman Act for unrea- 
sonably restraining trade in conduit market by controlling standard-setting 
process of a private association whose National Electrical Code is routinely 
adopted into law and widely used as setting acceptable standards, since as- 
sociation is not a quasi-legislative body, since effect of exclusion of plastic 
conduit from Code was not incidental to a valid attempt to influence gov- 
ernmental action, and since petitioner’s activity did not take place in an 
open political arena. Allied Tube & Conduit Corp. v. Indian Head, Inc., 
p. 492. 


2. Sherman Act —State-action doctrine— Review of physician’s activities 
by hospital review committee. — Where respondent doctors —who are part- 
ners in a clinic with which petitioner physician competes and who compose 
majority of staff members of city’s only hospital—initiated and participated 
in hospital’s peer-review proceedings to terminate petitioner’s hospital 
privileges on ground that his care of patients was below hospital’s stand- 
ards, state-action doctrine of Parker v. Brown, 317 U. S. 341, did not pro- 
tect respondents from federal antitrust liability under Sherman Antitrust 
Act for participating in proceedings in order to reduce competition from 
petitioner rather than to improve patient care. Patrick v. Burget, p. 94. 

1313 
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APPEALS. See also Constitutional Law, IV, 1; VIII, 4; Jurisdiction, 1. 


Diversity action—Appealability governed by federal law—Decision on 
merits as final decision.—In an action removed from state court to Fed- 
eral District Court on basis of diversity of citizenship, question whether 
District Court’s decision on merits was appealable before determination 
was made on motion for attorney’s fees which had been timely filed under 
Colorado law is governed by federal law under 28 U. S. C. § 1291—which 
provides that all district court “final decisions” are appealable to courts of 
appeals —and not by Colorado law, since state law does not control resolu- 
tion of issues governed by federal statute; decision on merits is a “final de- 
cision” for purposes of § 1291 and is therefore immediately appealable even 
though recoverability of attorney’s fees for litigation remains to be deter- 
mined. Budinich v. Becton Dickinson & Co., p. 196. 


APPLICATIONS. See also Nationality Act of 1940. 


Continued release from detention.—Application for continued release 
from detention after conviction for federal offenses pending filing of writ of 
certiorari is denied, since applicant has not shown that his appeal is likely 
to result in reversal of all counts for which imprisonment was imposed. 
Morison v. United States (REHNQUIST, C. J., in chambers), p. 1306. 


ARBITRATION. See Labor Management Relations Act, 1947. 
ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954. 


Department of Energy—Enrichment of foreign-source uranium. —Sec- 
tion 161(v) of Act—which authorizes DOE to offer its services to convert 
natural uranium into enriched uranium to fuel commercial reactors —does 
not require DOE to restrict enrichment of foreign uranium where such re- 
striction would not achieve statutory goal of “assur[ing] the maintenance of 
a viable domestic uranium industry.” Huffman v. Western Nuclear, Inc., 
p. 663. 


ATTORNEYS. See Constitutional Law, V, 1; VIII, 4. 
BANK REGULATION. See Constitutional Law, III, 2. 


BURDEN OF PROOF IN NATURALIZATION CASES. See National- 
ity Act of 1940. 


BUREAU OF BIOLOGICS OF FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRA- 
TION. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 


CABLE COMMUNICATIONS POLICY ACT OF 1984. 


Pre-emption of state law by federal law—Federal Communications Com- 
mission regulations —Technical cable signal quality standards. —FCC did 
not exceed its statutory authority under Cable Communications Policy Act 
of 1984 by forbidding local authorities to impose technical cable signal qual- 
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CABLE COMMUNICATIONS POLICY ACT OF 1984—Continued. 


ity standards more stringent than those set forth in FCC’s regulations. 
City of New York v. FCC, p. 57. 


CABLE TELEVISION TECHNICAL SIGNAL QUALITY STAND- 
ARDS. See Cable Communications Policy Act of 1984. 


CALIFORNIA. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 
CAPITAL PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, II; VIII, 1. 


CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. See National Security Act of 
1947. 


CHARGE FILING UNDER TITLE VII OF CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 
1964. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 2. 


CHILD SUPPORT. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; Jurisdiction, 3. 
CHOICE-OF-LAW RULES. See Constitutional Law, VII. 


CIRCULATION OF INITIATIVE PETITION. See Constitutional 
Law, V, 2. 


CITIZENSHIP. See Nationality Act of 1940. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. 
1. Public employee—Prejudgment interest.—Prejudgment interest may 


be awarded in a suit against United States Postal Service brought under 
Title VII, since Congress, in enacting sue-and-be-sued clause in Postal Re- 
organization Act, has waived Service’s immunity from such awards. Loef- 
fler v. Frank, p. 549. 


2. Time limit for filing Title VII charge—State’s waiver of 60-day defer- 
ral period—Effect of filing charge that is untimely under state law. —State 
agency’s decision to waive § 706’s 60-day deferral period under a work- 
sharing agreement with Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
(EEOC) terminates agency’s proceedings within meaning of § 706(c), thus 
permitting EEOC to deem a charge filed on 290th day immediately filed 
and to begin to process it; complainant who files a charge that is untimely 
under state law is nonetheless entitled to § 706(e)’s extended federal filing 
period. EEOC v. Commercial Office Products Co., p. 107. 


CLEARLY-ERRONEOUS STANDARD OF REVIEW. See Habeas 
Corpus. 


COLLATERAL ORDER DOCTRINE. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING AGREEMENT. See Labor Manage- 
ment Relations Act, 1947. 


COLORADO. See Constitutional Law, V, 2. 
COMMERCE CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, I. 
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COMMERCIAL SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, V, 1. 
CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Habeas Corpus; Jurisdiction, 4; 
Nationality Act of 1940; National Security Act of 1947. 


I. Commerce Clause. 


1. Discrimination against interstate commerce—Ohio limitations toll- 
ing statute.—An Ohio statute that tolls statute of limitations for claims 
against corporations that are not present in State and have not designated 
an agent for service of process places an impermissible burden on inter- 
state commerce. Bendix Autolite Corp. v. Midwesco Enterprises, Inc., 
p. 888. 


2. Discrimination against interstate commerce—Ohio tax credit for eth- 
anol. —Ohio statute— which awards a tax credit against state motor vehicle 
fuel sales tax for each gallon of ethanol sold if it is produced in Ohio or, if 
produced in another State, to extent that that State grants similar tax ad- 
vantages to Ohio-produced ethanol—impermissibly discriminates against 
interstate commerce. New Energy Co. of Ind. v. Limbach, p. 269. 


3. Imposition of state use tax on merchandise catalogs printed and dis- 
tributed from out-of-state location. — Imposition of state use tax on catalogs 
printed at Louisiana corporation’s direction outside Louisiana and shipped 


to prospective customers within State does not violate Commerce Clause, 
since interstate commerce may be required to pay its fair share of state 
taxes, since distribution constitutes use under state statute, and since 
application of tax to catalogs satisfies four-pronged test of Complete Auto 
Transit, Inc. v. Brady, 430 U. S. 274. D. H. Holmes Co. v. McNamara, 
p. 24. 


II. Cruel and Unusual Punishment. 


1. Death penalty—Aggravating circumstance consisting of vacated con- 
viction. — Mississippi Supreme Court violated Eighth Amendment’s prohi- 
bition against cruel and unusual punishment when it allowed petitioner’s 
death sentence to stand despite fact that it was based in part on aggravat- 
ing circumstance of a New York conviction that had been vacated after pe- 
titioner had been sentenced in Mississippi. Johnson v. Mississippi, p. 578. 


2. Death penalty—Mitigating circumstances.— Petitioner’s death sen- 
tence could not stand where there was a substantial possibility that reason- 
able jurors, upon receiving judge’s instructions and in attempting to 
complete verdict form as instructed, well may have thought that, under 
Maryland law, they were precluded from considering any mitigating evi- 
dence unless all 12 jurors agreed on existence of a particular mitigating cir- 
cumstance. Mills v. Maryland, p. 367. 


3. Death penalty—Vagueness of statutory aggravating circumstance. — 
Oklahoma statutory aggravating circumstance permitting imposition of a 
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death sentence if a murder was “especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel” is 
unconstitutionally vague, since it does not channel and limit sentencer’s 
discretion in imposing death penalty to sufficiently minimize risk of wholly 
arbitrary and capricious action, and since state appellate court’s factual 
approach to construction of circumstance failed to cure its unconstitutional 
infirmity. Maynard v. Cartwright, p. 356. 


III. Due Process. 


1. California constitutional amendment —Elimination of exclusionary 
rule for evidence seized in violation of state but not federal law. —Califor- 
nia constitutional amendment eliminating exclusionary rule for evidence 
seized in violation of state but not federal law does not violate Due Process 
Clause of Fourteenth Amendment, since State was not foreclosed from 
concluding that benefits of excluding relevant evidence of criminal activity 
do not outweigh costs when police conduct at issue does not violate federal 
law. California v. Greenwood, p. 35. 


2. Federal Deposit Insurance Act—Suspension of indicted bank offi- 
cial.—Postsuspension procedure of Act—which authorizes Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation to suspend from office an indicted official of a 
federally insured bank if his continued service poses a threat to interests of 
bank’s depositors or threatens to impair public confidence in bank—is not 
rendered unconstitutional by fact that it does not guarantee a suspended 
officer a sufficiently prompt decision or an unqualified right to present oral 
testimony; there was no unfairness in FDIC’s use of procedure in this case. 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation v. Mallen, p. 230. 


IV. Equal Protection of the Laws. 


1. Appellate penalty statute—Unsuccessful appeal from money judg- 
ments. —Mississippi statute assessing a 15% penalty on parties who appeal 
unsuccessfully from a money judgment does not violate Equal Protection 
Clause of Fourteenth Amendment, since it is reasonably tailored to achieve 
State’s legitimate objectives of discouraging frivolous appeals, compensat- 
ing appellees for intangible costs of litigation, and conserving judicial re- 
sources. Bankers Life & Casualty Co. v. Crenshaw, p. 71. 


2. Paternity action—Statute of limitations. —Pennsylvania’s 6-year stat- 
ute of limitations on paternity actions violates Equal Protection Clause of 
Fourteenth Amendment, since period for obtaining support is not suffi- 
ciently long to present a reasonable opportunity for those with an interest 
in illegitimate children to assert claims on their behalf, and since time limi- 
tation placed on opportunity is not substantially related to State’s interest 
in avoiding litigation of stale or fraudulent claims. Clark v. Jeter, p. 456. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW — Continued. 
V. Freedom of Speech. 


1. Commercial speech—Restriction of lawyer advertising.—A State 
may not, consistent with First and Fourteenth Amendments, categorically 
prohibit lawyers from soliciting business for pecuniary gain by sending 
truthful and nondeceptive letters to potential clients known to face particu- 
lar legal problems. Shapero v. Kentucky Bar Assn., p. 466. 


2. Political speech—Use of paid petition circulators.—Colorado statu- 
tory prohibition against using paid personnel to circulate initiative peti- 
tions in an effort to place a proposition on general election ballot abridges 
right of appellees, proponents of state constitutional amendment, to en- 
gage in political speech in violation of First and Fourteenth Amendments. 
Meyer v. Grant, p. 414. 


VI. Freedom of the Press. 


Facial challenge to city ordinance regulating placement of newsracks — 
Government official’s discretion.—Newspaper publisher, without first 
applying for and being denied a permit, may bring a facial challenge, on 
First Amendment grounds, to city’s ordinance authorizing mayor to deny 
applications for permits to publishers to place their newsracks on public 
property and to condition a permit on any terms he deems “necessary and 
reasonable”; portions of city’s ordinance giving mayor such unbridled dis- 
cretion are unconstitutional. Lakewood v. Plain Dealer Publishing Co., 
p. 750. 

VII. Full Faith and Credit. 


Application of forum State’s statute of limitations —State court’s con- 
struction of other States’ laws.—Where Kansas court held that petitioner 
was liable for interest on certain suspended gas royalties under Texas, 
Oklahoma, and Louisiana law, application of Kansas’ 5-year statute of limi- 
tations to suit that would have been barred if brought in those other States 
did not violate Full Faith and Credit Clause or Due Process Clause of 
Fourteenth Amendment; Kansas Supreme Court also did not violate either 
Clause in its construction of other States’ laws regarding interest, since 
that construction contradicted no law of those States that was clearly 
established and brought to court’s attention. Sun Oil Co. v. Wortman, 
Di Ak. 


VIII. Right to Counsel. 


1. Constructive notice of psychiatric examination to determine future 
dangerousness—Admission in capital sentencing proceeding—Harmless- 
error rule.—Although constructive notice to defense counsel achieved by 
mere placing in court file of State’s motions and court’s ex parte orders for 
defendant to submit to a psychiatric examination to determine future dan- 
gerousness did not satisfy Sixth Amendment requirement that a defendant 





INDEX 1319 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW — Continued. 


formally charged with a capital crime have a right to consult with counsel 
before submitting to such an examination, harmless-error rule applies to 
admission of expert testimony obtained in violation of that safeguard in a 
capital sentencing proceeding; however, in case before this Court, it is im- 
possible beyond a reasonable doubt to say that such testimony did not influ- 
ence sentencing jury. Satterwhite v. Texas, p. 249. 


2. Multiple representation— Waiver of right to conflict-free counsel. — 
District Court did not err in declining petitioner’s waiver of his right to 
conflict-free counsel and in refusing to permit him to substitute his codefen- 
dants’ attorney as his counsel, since Sixth Amendment presumption of 
counsel of choice may be overcome not only by a demonstration of actual 
conflict but also by a showing of a serious potential for conflict, which will 
not necessarily be cured by waivers by all affected parties. Wheat v. 
United States, p. 153. 


3. Police-initiated interrogation about unrelated offense—Applicability 
of Edwards rule.—Rule of Edwards v. Arizona, 451 U.S. 477—under 
which authorities cannot initiate further interrogation of a suspect who has 
exercised his right to counsel until counsel has been made available to 
him—barred police-initiated interrogation where arrested suspect, after 
having chosen to remain silent and to have an attorney present at any in- 
terrogation, was interrogated by another police officer who, unaware of 
suspect’s request for counsel, advised him of his rights and obtained an 
incriminating statement about a different crime. Arizona v. Roberson, 
p. 675. 


4, Withdrawal as court-appointed appellate counsel—Discussion re- 
quirement.— Wisconsin Supreme Court rule requiring that an Anders v. 
California, 386 U.S. 738, brief—which is filed to support a court-ap- 
pointed appellate counsel’s request to withdraw on ground that his client’s 
appeal is wholly frivolous—include “a discussion of why the issue lacks 
merit” is constitutional under Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments, since 
rule has been construed by State Supreme Court to require a brief state- 
ment of why particular cases, statutes, or facts in record lead attorney to 
believe that appeal lacks merit. McCoy v. Court of Appeals of Wis., 
p. 429. 


IX. Searches and Seizures. 


1. Investigatory pursuit by police—Restraint of freedom.—Where re- 
spondent began to run after a police car on routine patrol approached, and 
police followed him to see where he was going, drove alongside him, and 
observed him discarding a number of packets which, they surmised, con- 
tained narcotics, officers’ pursuit before respondent discarded packets did 
not constitute a “seizure” implicating Fourth Amendment protections, since 
under these circumstances such police conduct would not have communi- 
cated to a reasonable person an attempt to capture respondent or otherwise 
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intrude on his freedom of movement, and, therefore, police were not re- 
quired to have a particularized and objective basis for suspecting him of 
criminal activity in order to pursue him. Michigan v. Chesternut, p. 567. 


2. Warrantless searches of trash left for collection.—Fourth Amend- 
ment did not prohibit warrantless search and seizure of garbage left for col- 
lection outside curtilage of a home, since respondents’ claim of privacy in 
inculpatory items they discarded in trash they voluntarily left for collection 
in an area particularly suitable for public inspection was not objectively 
reasonable. California v. Greenwood, p. 35. 


X. Supremacy Clause. 


Pre-emption of state law by federal law—Application of state workers’ 
compensation law to federal nuclear facility. Supremacy Clause does not — 
bar Ohio from subjecting a private contractor operating a federally owned 
nuclear production facility that performs a federal function to a state-law 
workers’ compensation provision that authorizes an increased award for in- 
juries resulting from an employer’s violation of a state safety regulation. 
Goodyear Atomic Corp. v. Miller, p. 174. 


CONSTRUCTIVE NOTICE TO DEFENSE COUNSEL IN ADVANCE 
OF PSYCHIATRIC EXAMINATION. See Constitutional Law, 
VIII, 1. 


CONTINUED RELEASE FROM DETENTION FOR FEDERAL OF- 
FENDER. See Applications. 


CONTRACT CLAUSE. See Jurisdiction, 4. 


CONVERSION OF NATURAL URANIUM TO ENRICHED URA- 
NIUM. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 


COURT-APPOINTED APPELLATE COUNSEL. See Constitutional 
Law, VIII, 4. 


COURTS OF APPEALS. See Habeas Corpus; Jurisdiction, 2; Nation- 
ality Act of 1940. 


CRIMINAL LAW. See Applications; Constitutional Law, II; III, 1; 
VIII; [X; Habeas Corpus. 


CRUEL AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, II. 
CUSTODIAL QUESTIONING. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3. 
CUSTOMS SERVICE. See Trademarks. 

DAMAGES. See Federal Employers’ Liability Act. 

DEATH PENALTY. See Constitutional Law, II; VIII, 1. 
DECISION ON MERITS AS FINAL DECISION. See Appeals. 
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DEFERRAL PERIOD UNDER TITLE VII OF CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 
OF 1964. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 2. 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 


DEREGULATION OF NATURALGAS. See Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978. 


DISCLOSURE OF PRESENTENCE INVESTIGATION REPORTS 
UNDER FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT. See Freedom of 
Information Act. 


DISCRETIONARY FUNCTION EXCEPTION TO FEDERAL TORT 
CLAIMS ACT. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See 
Constitutional Law, I. 


DISCRIMINATION IN VOTING. See Injunctions. 


DISCUSSION REQUIREMENT IN BRIEF TO WITHDRAW AS 
COURT-APPOINTED APPELLATE COUNSEL. See Constitu- 
tional Law, VIII, 4. 


DISQUALIFICATION OF JUDGE. See Judicial Ethics. 


DISTRICT COURTS. See Habeas Corpus; Federal-State Relations; 
Jurisdiction, 2. 


DIVERSITY JURISDICTION. See Appeals. 


DOMESTIC SUBSIDIARY AS FOREIGN CORPORATION’S AGENT 
FOR SERVICE. See Hague Convention on Service Abroad. 


DOMESTIC URANIUM. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 


DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, III; VII; Jurisdiction, 4; 
Nationality Act of 1940. 


EDWARDS RULE REGARDING POLICE INTERROGATION. See 
Constitutional Law, VIII, 3. 


EIGHTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II; Jurisdiction, 4. 
ELECTIONS. See Injunctions. 

ELECTRICAL CONDUIT MARKET. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 1974. 


Pre-emption of state law by federal law—State-law garnishment of wel- 
fare benefit plan.—A Georgia law that singles out ERISA employee wel- 
fare benefit plans for treatment different from non-ERISA welfare plans 
under state garnishment procedures is pre-empted under § 514 of ERISA; 
however, Congress did not intend: to pre-empt generally state-law garnish- 
ment of an ERISA welfare benefit plan, even where purpose is to collect 
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EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 1974— 
Continued. 


judgments against plan participants. Mackey v. Lanier Collection Agency 
& Service, Inc., p. 825. 


EMPLOYEE WELFARE BENEFIT PLANS. See Employee Retire- 
ment Income Security Act of 1974. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1; 
Fair Labor Standards Act; Federal Employers’ Liability Act; Labor 
Management Relations Act, 1947; National Security Act of 1947. 


EMPLOYMENT AT WILL. See Labor Management Relations Act, 
1947. 


ENERGY. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954; Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978. 


ENRICHED URANIUM. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 


EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Constitutional Law, IV; 
Nationality Act of 1940. 


EQUITABLE RELIEF. See Judicial Ethics; Nationality Act of 1940. 
ETHANOL. See Constitutional Law, I, 2. 

EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 

EXCESSIVE FINES CLAUSE. See Jurisdiction, 4. 


EXCLUSION OF EVIDENCE UNDER CALIFORNIA LAW. See 
Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


EXTRADITED PERSON AS IMMUNE FROM CIVIL PROCESS. See 
Jurisdiction, 1. 


FACIAL CHALLENGE TO CITY ORDINANCE REGULATING 
SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT. 


Statute of limitations — Willfulness. —Standard of willfulness adopted in 
Trans World Airlines, Inc. v. Thurston, 469 U.S. 111—that employer 
either knew or showed reckless disregard as to whether its conduct was 
prohibited by Fair Labor Standards Act—must be satisfied in order for 
3-year statute of limitations to apply. McLaughlin v. Richland Shoe Co., 
p. 128. 


FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE ACT. See Constitutional Law, 
III, 2. 


FEDERAL EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT. 


State-court action—Prejudgment interest—Jury instructions —Employ- 
ee’s loss of future earnings.—In a state-court action under Act, question 
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whether prejudgment interest may be awarded to a prevailing plaintiff is 
an issue of substance that must be settled according to federal rather than 
state law, and federal law does not authorize such awards; trial court did 
not act consistently with federal law in instructing jury not to discount 
appellee’s future lost earnings to present value, since this took from jury 
essentially factual question of appropriate rate at which to discount appel- 
lee’s award to present value. Monessen Southwestern R. Co. v. Morgan, 
p. 380. 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REGULATION OF VACCINES. See 
Federal Tort Claims Act. 


FEDERALLY INSURED BANKS. See Constitutional Law, III, 2. 
FEDERAL PRISON INMATES. See Freedom of Information Act. 


FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. See Judicial Ethics; 
Jurisdiction, 2. 


FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See also Appeals; Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, 2; Cable Communications Policy Act of 1984; Employee Re- 
tirement Income Security Act of 1974; Federal Employers’ Liabil- 
ity Act; Jurisdiction, 3; Labor Management Relations Act, 1947. 


Anti-Injunction Act—Federal-court injunction barring state-court pro- 
ceedings.—A Federal District Court injunction—which was issued after 
that court had dismissed certain of petitioner’s claims arising from her hus- 
band’s death on federal forum non conveniens grounds provided that re- 
spondents submit to Singapore courts’ jurisdiction—enjoining petitioner 
from prosecuting in state court any claims relating to her husband’s death 
was broader than was necessary “to protect or effectuate” court’s judg- 
ment within meaning of Anti-Injunction Act’s “relitigation” exception, and 
case must be remanded for a more narrowly tailored order. Chick Kam 
Choo v. Exxon Corp., p. 140. 


FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS ACT. 


Discretionary function exception—Claim arising from Government’s 
regulation of polio vaccines.—Since Act’s discretionary function excep- 
tion—which excepts from statutory liability any claim based on a federal 
agency’s exercise or performance of, or failure to exercise or perform, a 
discretionary function or duty—does not preclude liability for any and all 
acts arising out of federal agencies’ regulatory programs, but insulates 
from liability only those governmental actions and decisions that involve an 
element of judgment or choice that is based on public policy, Court of Ap- 
peals erred in holding that exception barred petitioners’ claims that 
National Institutes of Health’s Division of Biologic Standards and Bureau 
of Biologics of Food and Drug Administration allegedly violated federal law 
and policy in connection with licensing and release to public of an oral polio 
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vaccine manufactured by a private drug manufacturer. Berkovitz v. 
United States, p. 531. 


FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; VIII, 3; 
Nationality Act of 1940. 


FINAL JUDGMENTS. See Appeals; Jurisdiction, 1, 5. 
FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, V; VI. 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION. See Federal Tort Claims 
Act. 


FOREIGN LITIGANTS AS SUBJECT TO SERVICE OF PROCESS. 
See Hague Convention on Service Abroad. 


FOREIGN MANUFACTURED GOODS. See Trademarks. 
FOREIGN-SOURCE URANIUM. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 


FORUM NON CONVENIENS DETERMINATION AS SUITABLE FOR 
IMMEDIATE APPEAL. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


FORUM STATE’S CHOICE-OF-LAW RULES. See Constitutional 
Law, VII. 


FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 1; IV; 
V; VII; VIII, 4; Jurisdiction, 4. 


FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IX. 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT. 


Presentence reports —Exemption from disclosure. —FOIA requires that 
Parole Commission disclose to federal prison inmates copies of their 
presentence investigation reports, except as to matters relating to con- 
fidential sources, diagnostic opinions, and possibly harmful information; 
such reports are not exempt from disclosure under either Exemption 3 or 
Exemption 5 of FOIA. United States Department of Justice v. Julian, 
pa. 


FREEDOM OF SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, V. 
FREEDOM OF THE PRESS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 
FUEL. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

FUEL SALES TAXES. See Constitutional Law, I, 2. 
FULL FAITH AND CREDIT. See Constitutional Law, VII. 


GARBAGE SEARCHES AS VIOLATION OF FOURTH AMEND- 
MENT. See Constitutional Law, IX, 2. 


GARNISHMENT OF ERISA EMPLOYEE WELFARE BENEFIT 
PLANS. See Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974. 
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GAS ROYALTIES. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
GEORGIA. See Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974. 


GOVERNMENT REGULATION OF VACCINES. See Federal Tort 
Claims Act. 


GRAY-MARKET GOODS. See Trademarks. 


HABEAS CORPUS. 


State prisoner—Cause for failure to raise constitutional challenge to 
composition of juries in accordance with state law—Clearly-erroneous 
findings by District Court. — Factual findings —that racial disparity on jury 
lists was concealed by county officials and therefore not reasonably avail- 
able to petitioner’s lawyers at time of trial, and that petitioner’s lawyers 
did not deliberately bypass jury challenge—upon which District Court 
based its conclusion that petitioner had established sufficient cause for his 
failure to raise constitutional challenge to jury in trial court and sufficient 
prejudice to excuse procedural default were not clearly erroneous and 
should not have been set aside by Court of Appeals. Amadeo v. Zant, 
p. 214. 


HAGUE CONVENTION ON SERVICE ABROAD. 

Service on foreign corporation—Legal sufficiency of service on domestic 
subsidiary. —Convention does not apply when process is served on a for- 
eign corporation by serving its domestic subsidiary which, under state law, 


is foreign corporation’s involuntary agent for service. Volkswagenwerk 
Aktiengesellschaft v. Schlunk, p. 694. 


HARMLESS-ERROR RULE. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1. 
HOSPITAL PEER-REVIEW COMMITTEES. See Antitrust Acts. 2. 


ILLEGITIMATE CHILDREN. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; Juris- 
diction, 3. 


IMMUNITY FROM ANTITRUST LIABILITY. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
IMMUNITY FROM CIVIL PROCESS. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


IMMUNITY FROM SUIT. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1; Federal 
Tort Claims Act. 


IMPORTS. See Trademarks. 
INCRIMINATING STATEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3. 


INITIATIVE PETITION TO PLACE PROPOSITION ON GENERAL 
ELECTION BALLOT. See Constitutional Law, V, 2. 


INJUNCTIONS. See also Federal-State Relations; Stays. 


School bond referendum election. — Application to enjoin school bond ref- 
erendum election is granted, pending timely docketing of an appeal, where 
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school board did not submit referendum for preclearance as required by §5 
of Voting Rights Act, which provides that certain jurisdictions may not im- 
plement specified election practices without approval of, inter alia, Attor- 
ney General. Lucas v. Townsend (KENNEDY, J., in chambers), p. 1301. 


IN PARI DELICTO DEFENSE. See Securities Acts. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO JURY. See Constitutional Law, II, 2; Federal 
Employers’ Liability Act. 


INTEREST AWARDS UNDER TITLE VII OF CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 
OF 1964. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1. 


INTEREST ON GAS ROYALTIES. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
INTERROGATION OF SUSPECTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3. 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Constitutional Law, I. 


INVESTIGATORY PURSUIT BY POLICE. See Constitutional Law, 
ye. 


JUDGE’S DISQUALIFICATION. See Judicial Ethics. 
JUDGMENTS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1; Jurisdiction, 1, 5. 


JUDICIAL ETHICS. 


Disqualification where impartiality of judge reasonably questioned— 
Vacatur as proper remedy.—A violation of 28 U. S. C. § 455(a)—which re- 
quires a judge to disqualify himself in any proceeding in which his impar- 
tiality might reasonably be questioned—is established when a reasonable 
person, knowing relevant facts, would expect that a judge knew of circum- 
stances creating an appearance of partiality, notwithstanding fact that 
judge was not actually conscious of those circumstances; vacatur under 
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(6) was proper remedy for § 455(a) 
violation in circumstances of this case. Liljeberg v. Health Services Ac- 
quisition Corp., p. 847. 


JUDICIAL REVIEW. See National Security Act of 1947. 


JURISDICTION. See also Appeals; Federal-State Relations; Federal 
Tort Claims Act; Hague Convention on Service Abroad. 


1. Appeal of collateral order—Denial of motion to dismiss. —Neither an 
order denying a motion to dismiss on ground that an extradited person is 
immune from civil process—since that claim is effectively reviewable on 
appeal from final judgment —nor an order denying such a motion on forum 
non conveniens grounds—since that question is not completely separate 
from merits of action—is a collateral order subject to immediate appeal as a 
final judgment under 28 U.S. C. §1291. Van Cauwenberghe v. Biard, 
p. 517. 
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JURISDICTION — Continued. 


2. Court of Appeals for Federal Circuit —Civil actions “arising under” 
federal statute relating to patents.— Where petitioner filed an antitrust ac- 
tion in District Court and raised a patent-law issue in its motion for sum- 
mary judgment, at which issue its complaint only obliquely hinted, Federal 
Circuit did not have jurisdiction of an appeal of District Court’s final judg- 
ment under 28 U. S. C. § 1295(a)(1)—which gives Federal Circuit exclusive 
jurisdiction if district court’s jurisdiction is “based, in whole or in part, on” 
28 U. S. C. § 1338, a provision that, inter alia, grants district courts origi- 
nal jurisdiction of any civil action “arising under” any federal statute relat- 
ing to patents—pursuant to congressional policy in creating Federal Cir- 
cuit, or under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(b); Federal Circuit was 
not required to adopt Seventh Circuit’s analysis of jurisdictional issue as 
law of case; Federal Circuit erred in deciding to reach merits of this case 
“in the interest of justice” when it had concluded that it lacked jurisdiction. 
Christianson v. Colt Industries Operating Corp, p. 800. 


3. Supreme Court—Claims not raised and passed upon in state court. — 
This Court declines to address petitioner’s contention that Pennsylvania’s 
6-year statute of limitations on paternity actions is invalid because it con- 
flicts with an asserted retroactivity requirement in federal Child Support 
Enforcement Amendments of 1984, since question of federal pre-emption 
was not adequately presented to lower court by petitioner’s state-law 
retroactivity argument and was not decided by that court. Clark v. Jeter, 
p. 456. 


4. Supreme Court—Claims not raised and passed upon in state court. — 
This Court declines to reach appellant’s claims that punitive damages 
award violated Due Process, Contract, and Excessive Fines Clauses of 
Federal Constitution because those claims were not raised and passed upon 
in state court. Bankers Life & Casualty Co. v. Crenshaw, p. 71. 


5. Supreme Court—Finality of judgment.—This Court has jurisdiction 
under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(2) to hear an appeal from Ohio Supreme Court 
ruling that federal law did not pre-empt State from applying safety re- 
quirements unrelated to radiation hazards to nuclear facilities because Ohio 
Supreme Court upheld application of State’s provision against contention 
that such application violated Supremacy Clause of Federal Constitution; 
that judgment was “final” within meaning of § 1257 even though further 
proceedings were anticipated on state claim, since judgment finally deter- 
mined federal pre-emption question and a reversal of that judgment would 
preclude any further proceedings. Goodyear Atomic Corp. v. Miller, 
p. 174. 


JURY COMPOSITION. See Habeas Corpus. 


JURY INSTRUCTIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2; Federal Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act. 
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KANSAS. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
KENTUCKY. See Constitutional Law, V, 1. 
LABOR MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT, 1947. 

Pre-emption of state law by federal law—Wrongful discharge—Applica- 
tion of state tort remedy. —Petitioner’s retaliatory discharge action—which 
was filed while her arbitration was proceeding under a collective-bargaining 
agreement and which alleged that she had been discharged for exercising 
her rights under state workers’ compensation law— was not pre-empted by 
§ 301 of Act, since an application of state law is pre-empted by § 301 only if 
such application requires interpretation of a collective-bargaining agree- 
ment. Lingle v. Norge Division of Magic Chef, Inc., p. 399. 

LAW OF THE CASE. See Jurisdiction, 2. 

LAWYER ADVERTISING. See Constitutional Law, V, 1. 
LICENSING OF VACCINES. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 
LOUISIANA. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 

MARYLAND. See Constitutional Law, II, 2. 

MISSISSIPPI. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; IV, 1. 

MISSISSIPPI PENALTY STATUTE. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 


MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCE AS BASIS FOR SENTENCE LESS 
THAN DEATH. See Constitutional Law, II, 2. 


MOTION TO DISMISS. See Jurisdiction, 1; Federal Tort Claims Act. 
MOTOR FUEL SALES TAXES. See Constitutional Law, I, 2. 


MULTIPLE REPRESENTATION OF CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS. 
See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2. 


MURDER. See Constitutional Law, II. 


NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH DIVISION OF BIOLOGIC 
STANDARDS. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 


NATIONALITY ACT OF 1940. 

Right to citizenship under expired Act—Revocation of designated natu- 
ralization representative’s authority—Burden of proof.—Where Filipino 
nationals, who filed for United States citizenship 30 years after expiration 
of Act under which they would have been eligible for citizenship had they 
filed timely applications, alleged that revocation for a 9-month period dur- 
ing life of Act of authority of representative designated to receive and proc- 
ess applications violated Act and Fifth Amendment, Court of Appeals did 
not have power to confer citizenship in violation of limitations imposed by 
Congress in exercise of its exclusive constitutional authority over natural- 
ization; revocation of representative’s authority did not deprive nationals of 
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NATIONALITY ACT OF 1940—Continued. 


their rights under Due Process Clause of Fifth Amendment and its equal 
protection component; Government was not required to introduce evidence 
concerning historical events at issue, since burden is on alien applicant to 
establish eligibility for citizenship. Immigration and Naturalization Serv- 
ice v. Pangilinan, p. 875. 


NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947. 


Central Intelligence Agency—Reviewability of Director’s termination 
decisions. —CIA Director’s decision to discharge an employee pursuant to 
§ 102(c) of National Security Act of 1947 (NSA)—which authorizes Director 
“in his discretion” to terminate any employee “whenever he shall deem 
such termination necessary or advisable in the interests of the United 
States” —is not judicially reviewable under Administrative Procedure Act; 
however, judicial review of respondent’s constitutional claims is not pre- 
cluded by NSA, since nothing in §102(c) demonstrates that Congress 
meant to preclude consideration of colorable constitutional claims arising 
out of Director’s actions under that section. Webster v. Doe, p. 592. 


NATURAL GAS POLICY ACT OF 1978. 


Contract price for gas qualified for both regulation and deregulation— 
Treatment of “new tight formation gas.”—Court of Appeals erred in reject- 
ing Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s interpretation of Natural 
Gas Policy Act of 1978 to mean that any gas that is qualified for both dereg- 


ulated and regulated treatment will be treated as deregulated, since under 
plain meaning of statute when one provision of statute sets no price ceil- 
ing—i. e., it deregulates —that provision governs; court also erred in over- 
turning FERC’s ruling that certain gas qualified as “new tight formation 
gas” is automatically qualified as deregulated “new” gas under Act. Fed- 
eral Energy Regulatory Comm’n v. Martin Exploration Management Co., 
p. 204. 


NATURAL GAS REGULATION. See Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978. 
NATURALIZATION. See Nationality Act of 1940. 

NATURAL URANIUM. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 
NEWSPAPERS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


“NEW TIGHT FORMATION GAS” AS DEREGULATED NATURAL 
GAS. See Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978. 


NOERR DOCTRINE OF ANTITRUST IMMUNITY. See Antitrust 
Acts, 1. 


NONOWNER AS SELLER OF SECURITIES. See Securities Acts. 


NOTICE TO DEFENSE COUNSEL IN ADVANCE OF PSYCHIATRIC 
EXAMINATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1. 





1330 INDEX 


NUCLEAR FACILITIES. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954; Constitu- 
tional Law, X. 


OHIO. See Constitutional Law, I, 1, 2; X; Jurisdiction, 5. 
OKLAHOMA. See Constitutional Law, II, 3. 

PAROLE COMMISSION. See Freedom of Information Act. 
PATENTS. See Jurisdiction, 2. 


PATERNITY ACTIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; Jurisdiction, 
3. 


PEER REVIEW OF PHYSICIANS’ ACTIVITIES AS COVERED BY 
FEDERAL ANTITRUST LAW. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 


PENNSYLVANIA. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; Jurisdiction, 3. 


PETITION TO PLACE PROPOSITION ON GENERAL ELECTION 
BALLOT. See Constitutional Law, V, 2. 


PHYSICIANS’ ACTIVITIES AS COVERED BY FEDERAL ANTI- 
TRUST LAW. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 


PLACEMENT OF NEWSRACKS ON PUBLIC PROPERTY. See 
Constitutional Law, VI. 


POLICE-INITIATED INTERROGATIONS. See Constitutional Law, 


VIII, 3. 
POLIO VACCINE REGULATION. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 


POLITICAL SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, V, 2. 
POSTAL REORGANIZATION ACT. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1. 


PRE-EMPTION OF STATE LAW BY FEDERAL LAW. See Cable 
Communications Policy Act of 1984; Constitutional Law, X; Em- 
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974; Jurisdiction, 3, 5; 
Labor Management Relations Act, 1947. 


PREJUDGMENT INTEREST. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1; Federal 
Employers’ Liability Act. 


PRESENTENCE INVESTIGATION REPORTS. See Freedom of In- 
formation Act. 


PRISONERS. See Freedom of Information Act. 
PRIVACY RIGHTS. See Constitutional Law, IX, 2. 
PRIVATE RESCISSION ACTIONS. See Securities Acts. 


PRIVILEGE AGAINST SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional 
Law, VIII, 3. 
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PSYCHIATRIC EXAMINATION OF CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS. 
See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1. 
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1. 
PUBLISHERS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


RAILROAD’S LIABILITY FOR EMPLOYEES’ INJURIES. See Fed- 
eral Employers’ Liability Act. 


RECUSAL OF JUDGES. See Judicial Ethics. 


REGULATION OF NATURAL GAS. See Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978. 


REGULATION OF VACCINES. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 


RELEASE FROM DETENTION PENDING APPEAL BY FEDERAL 
OFFENDER. See Applications. 


RELIEF FROM FINAL JUDGMENTS. See Judicial Ethics. 


RELITIGATION EXCEPTION OF ANTI-INJUNCTION ACT. See 
Federal-State Relations. 


RESCISSION ACTIONS. See Securities Acts. 
RESTRAINT OF FREEDOM. See Constitutional Law, IX, 1. 
RESTRAINT OF TRADE. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


RESTRICTION OF ENRICHMENT OF FOREIGN-SOURCE URA- 
NIUM. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 


RETALIATORY DISCHARGE. See Labor Management Relations 
Act, 1947. 


RIGHT TO CITIZENSHIP. See Nationality Act of 1940. 
RIGHT TO COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 
RIGHT TO PRIVACY. See Constitutional Law, IX, 2. 
ROYALTIES. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

SALES TAXES. See Constitutional Law, I, 2. 

SCHOOL BOND REFERENDUM. See Injunctions. 
SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional Law, IX. 
SECURITIES ACT OF 1933. See Securities Acts. 
SECURITIES ACTS. 


Securities Act of 1933—Private rescission action—In pari delicto de- 
fense—“Seller” within meaning of § 12(1).—Where petitioner sold unreg- 
istered securities to respondent Dahl, who, in turn and without commis- 
sion, assisted other respondents in investing in said securities, and venture 
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SECURITIES ACTS—Continued. 


failed, petitioner was entitled to raise in pari delicto defense in § 12(1) pri- 
vate rescission action brought by respondents; nonowner of securities must 
solicit purchase, motivated at least in part by desire to serve his own finan- 
cial interests or those of securities owner, in order to qualify as a “seller” 
within meaning of §12(1). Pinter v. Dahl, p. 622. 


SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3. 
SELLERS OF SECURITIES. See Securities Acts. 
SENTENCES. See Constitutional Law, II. 


SERVICE OF PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, I, 1; Hague Con- 
vention on Service Abroad. 


SHERMAN ACT. See Antitrust Acts. 
SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1, 2, 4. 


SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1; Federal 
Tort Claims Act. 


STATE-ACTION DOCTRINE. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
STATE CHOICE-OF-LAW RULES. See Constitutional Law, VII. 


STATE-LAW GARNISHMENT OF ERISA EMPLOYEE WELFARE 
BENEFIT PLANS. See Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974. 


STATE TAX CREDITS. See Constitutional Law, I, 2. 


STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. See Constitutional Law, I, 1; IV, 2; 
VII; Fair Labor Standards Act; Jurisdiction, 3. 


STAYS. See also Injunctions. 


Abortion.—Applicant’s application for an order enjoining Jane Smith 
from obtaining an abortion of their unborn child, is denied. Doe v. Smith 
(STEVENS, J., in chambers), p. 1808. 


SUBJECT-MATTER JURISDICTION. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 


SUE-AND-BE-SUED CLAUSE AS WAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMU- 
NITY. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1. 


SUPPRESSION OF EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 
SUPREMACY CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, X. 

SUPREME COURT. See Jurisdiction, 3-5. 

SUSPECTS’ INTERROGATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3. 


SUSPENSION OF INDICTED BANK OFFICIALS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, III, 2. 
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TARIFF ACT OF 1930. See Trademarks. 
TAXES. See Constitutional Law, I, 2, 3. 


TERMINATION OF CIA EMPLOYEES. See National Security Act of 
1947. 


TIME LIMITATIONS FOR FILING OF CHARGES UNDER TITLE 
VII OF CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. See Civil Rights Act of 
1964, 2. 


TITLE VII OF CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. See Civil Rights Act of 
1964. 


TOLLING OF STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. See Constitutional 
Law, I, 1. 


TORTS. See Federal Tort Claims Act; Labor Management Relations 
Act, 1947. 


TRADEMARKS. 


Importation of gray-market goods — Agency interpretation of Tariff Act 
of 1930.—Customs Service regulation permitting entry into United States 
of gray-market goods —foreign-manufactured goods bearing a valid United 
States trademark that are imported without consent of U. S. trademark 
holder—manufactured abroad by “same person” who holds U. S. trade- 
mark or by a person who is “subject to common control” with U. S. trade- 


mark holder is consistent with § 526 of Tariff Act of 1930, but regulation 
permitting importation where foreign manufacturer has received U. S. 
trademark owner’s authorization to use its trademark is inconsistent with 
$526. K mart Corp. v. Cartier, Inc., p. 281. 


TRASH SEARCHES AS VIOLATION OF FOURTH AMENDMENT. 
See Constitutional Law, IX, 2. 


UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
ie 


UNREASONABLE RESTRAINT OF TRADE. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
UNREGISTERED SECURITIES. See Securities Acts. 

URANIUM. See Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

USE TAXES. See Constitutional Law, I, 3. 

VACATUR OF JUDGMENT. See Judicial Ethics. 

VACCINE REGULATION. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 

VOTING RIGHTS ACT. See Injunctions. 


WAIVER OF DEFERRAL PERIOD UNDER TITLE VII OF CIVIL 
RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 2. 
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WAIVER OF RIGHT TO CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL. See Con- 
stitutional Law, VIII, 2. 


WAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
1; Federal Tort Claims Act. 


WARRANTLESS SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional 
Law, IX, 2. 


WILLFUL VIOLATION OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT. See 
Fair Labor Standards Act. 


WISCONSIN. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 4. 


WITHDRAWAL AS COURT-APPOINTED APPELLATE COUNSEL. 
See Constitutional Law, VIII, 4. 
WORDS AND PHRASES. 


1. “Arising under.” 28 U.S. C. §1338(a). Christianson v. Colt Indus- 
tries Operating Corp, p. 800. 

2. “Seller.” §12(1), Securities Act of 1988. 15 U.S. C. $7711). Pin- 
ter v. Dahl, p. 622. 

3. “Willful.” Fair Labor Standards Act, 28 U.S. C. §255(a). Mce- 
Laughlin v. Richland Shoe Co., p. 128. 


WORKERS’ COMPENSATION. See Constitutional Law, X; Labor 


Management Relations Act, 1947. 


WORKSHARING AGREEMENTS UNDER TITLE VII OF CIVIL 
RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 2. 


WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS. See Habeas Corpus. 


WRONGFUL DISCHARGE. See Labor Management Relations Act, 
1947. 
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